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JOINT CCA’S OPENING COMMENTS ON FUTURE OF THE RESOURCE 
ADEQUACY WORKING GROUP REPORT 

In accordance with Administrative Law Judge (“ALJ”) Chiv’s March 4, 2022 Ruling 

entitled Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Seeking Comments on the Future of the Resource 

Adequacy Working Group Report and The Local Capacity Requirement Working Group Report 

(“ALJ Ruling”), Central Coast Community Energy (“CCCE”), the City and County of San 

Francisco, operator of CleanPowerSF, San Diego Community Power (“SDCP”), Silicon Valley 

Clean Energy Authority (“SVCE”) and Valley Clean Energy Alliance (“VCE”), collectively the 

“Joint CCAs,” provide the following joint comments on The Future of the Resource Adequacy 

(“RA”) Working Group Report (“Working Group Report”).  Below the Joint CCAs answer the 

questions provided in the ALJ Ruling requesting comments on the report.    

I. REPONSES TO ALJ QUESTIONS ON WORKING GROUP REPORT 

1) What additional milestones are necessary to further develop the preferred RA framework 
and when should the milestones be achieved? Provide preferred timelines that reflect paths to 
implementation. 
 

a. Please comment on the feasibility of the milestones/timeline and whether a phased-
in implementation timeline or test year prior to full implementation is necessary. 
 
The necessary next steps and timeline for adoption of an RA framework will differ 

substantially depending on the framework adopted.  First, the Joint CCAs reiterate that all 
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existing modeling suggests that either framework is capable of ensuring reliability in the near to 

mid-term.   A key benefit of adopting the 2-slice proposal is the low implementation risk and 

relatively fast implementation timeline.  The 24-slice proposal in contrast, will require significant 

additional development, including addressing transactability issues.  The large change to the RA 

paradigm necessitates the use of a test year.  A test year would be prudent for either proposal 

because historically major changes to RA have encountered transition issues. 

i. The current and mid-term reliability challenges of the grid can be met by 
both the 2-slice and the 24-hour slice proposals, but implementability favors 
the 2-slice proposal.  

 
The Joint CCAs reiterate the point made in informal comments that both proposals 

appear to address reliability through at least the mid-term.  Reliability studies within the 

Integrated Resource Planning (“IRP”) proceeding show that at least through 2030, reliability 

events occur almost exclusively during the summer peak and net peak hours1 – hours which both 

proposals distinctly address.  This implies that both the 2-slice and 24-slice proposals should be 

functional until at least that year.   

In the Introduction of the Working Group Report it was noted that the workshops should 

consider the risk of multi-day reliability events.  It is the understanding of the Joint CCAs that 

this is driven by a growing concern that the reliability risks in the long-term will not be driven by 

peak events, but rather energy constraints due to multi-day periods of low renewable output – 

dunkelflaute events – resulting in the inability to charge batteries across the system.  Effective 

Load Carrying Capability (“ELCC”), which considers the contribution of resources across an 

entire year utilizing multiple weather years, is better suited to measure the risk of dunkelflaute 

 
1 See Integrated Resource Planning (IRP) Proposed Preferred System Plan Analysis Workshop slides 
from September 1, 2021. https://www.cpuc.ca.gov/-/media/cpuc-website/divisions/energy-
division/documents/integrated-resource-plan-and-long-term-procurement-plan-irp-ltpp/2019-2020-irp-
events-and-materials/psp-workshop-slides.pdf. 
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events and a resources’ ability to contribute to reliability during such events.  While the 24-slice 

proposal may be seen to count energy requirements more transparently than an ELCC study 

does, it uses a point forecast for resource counting and does not consider the possibility or 

implications of a multi-day event.  If there is concern of such multi-day events in the future, it is 

unclear the 24-slice proposal meets the durability principle provided by the California Public 

Utilities Commission (“CPUC” or “Commission”) in Decision (“D.”) 21-07-014.  The 2-slice 

proposal, with its use of ELCCs, would allow stakeholders to better plan for system reliability in 

these circumstances. 

ii. Implementation of the 2-slice proposal should be straight forward.   

Steps required to apply the proposal appear to be 1) establish new ELCCs for resources 

and a new Planning Reserve Margin (“PRM”) and 2) make comparatively minor modifications 

to the RA reporting templates.  While ideally the second step would include a similar 

modification for both the CPUC and California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”), it may 

be viable to only update CPUC systems and therefore avoid cross-agency coordination. Even 

though the changes will be relatively straight-forward based on known study and reporting 

methodologies, it would be prudent to run a test year for the 2-slice framework.  

The Commission has already made progress toward step one with the release of the Loss 

of Load Expectation and Effective Load Carrying Capability Study Results for 2024 (“LOLE 

Study”).  However, should the 2-slice proposal be adopted it would be appropriate to revisit the 

assumptions in the study to ensure that they are reasonable for this framework.  Moreover, as a 

general practice, the Commission should release a full set of inputs and assumptions for this 

study to allow vetting by stakeholders because different assumptions can significantly change 
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reliability results.2  Even with this additional step it seems viable for the 2-slice proposal to be 

adopted by 2024.  For ongoing revisions to ELCC and PRM accounting, the Joint CCAs believe 

it would be reasonable to complete a biennial study, tied to the IRP timeline, to adjust ELCC and 

PRM values as suggested by Gridwell in the Workshop report.  

The second step would be modifying the RA reporting templates. Relative to the changes 

required for the 24-slice proposal, discussed below, the required changes to the RA reporting 

templates would be minimal for the 2-slice proposal.  It should be feasible to simply add a new 

System RA requirement for net peak and a second counting of non-category 4 resources based 

on the 2-slice proposed counting rules for wind and solar.  This step could be done concurrent to 

the PRM and ELCC study.  

iii. The transactability challenges of the 24-slice proposal must be addressed if it 
is to be implemented.  

 
The 24-slice proposal introduces several important market and transaction problems to 

the RA structure which the Commission must address as it considers adoption of the proposal.  

Failure to do so risks over procurement, market power issues and the addition of undue 

administrative burden to stakeholders.  All of these, if unaddressed, are likely to increase 

ratepayer costs without corresponding benefits. 

First, a 24-hour structure which does not allow hourly trading of resources or load 

obligations will result in over procurement, especially for smaller load serving entities (“LSEs”).  

Restricting the unbundling of hourly slices could lead to stranding of hourly length that could be 

otherwise utilized to meet compliance requirements.  Restricting transactions to only 24-hour 

 
2 This is evidenced by the significant impact the change to the storage dispatch price in the PSP reliability 
analysis had on results.  It appears changing this assumption had a significant change to the reliability 
results of the study. Stakeholders should have an opportunity to review assumptions at this degree of 
granularity to assess their reasonableness and impact on studies. 
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strips will set each LSE’s procurement target at its largest hourly net short position, leading to 

over procurement.  This problem is particularly pronounced for smaller LSEs who may be less 

able to shape their load to specific products in the market.   During the workshops, opponents of 

hourly trading seem to have found implementing it to be too challenging.  While unbundling the 

hours may add complexity, failure to allow hourly trading in an hourly compliance structure 

introduces fundamental market inefficiencies and increased opportunity for exercise of market 

power, both at the cost of ratepayers.  It is the view of the Joint CCAs that unbundling of 

products or load obligation swapping must be allowed in any 24-hour structure.  

The 24-slice proposal may create market power for owners of some resource classes, 

especially natural gas.  Unlike the 2-slice proposal where ELCC calculations create a single 

measure of capacity regardless of resource type, the 24-slice proposal creates product 

differentiation by shaping resource types to expected output.  The result of this is that resources 

that can produce when others cannot, will be able to demand a higher price in the market.  As 

noted in informal comments, it is the view of the Joint CCAs that overnight obligations 

incentivize natural gas contracting.  Given most natural gas resources are under long-term 

contract or owned by the investor owned utilities (“IOUs”), this would provide them an 

increased market advantage and opportunity for exertion of market power in an already tight RA 

market.  Since there is no reliability benefit to off-peak RA obligations at present, the 24-slice 

proposal provides an opportunity for market power exertion with no benefit to ratepayers. In 

addition, CCA customers would be adversely impacted because CCA customers pay for RA 

resources through the Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (“PCIA”) but do not currently 

receive the corresponding benefit through an allocation of RA attributes. 

The Commission must also consider how this RA framework aligns with the local RA 

Central Procurement Entity (“CPE”) structure and how cost allocation mechanism (“CAM”) 
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allocations are assigned to hourly slices.  If LSEs are not able to assign these allocations to meet 

their hourly requirements, inefficiencies and underutilization of capacity will occur.  It is 

important that any CAM allocations with hourly shapes be fairly allocated and that the IOUs 

cannot shape the resources’ showing to their portfolios.  The Commission should direct the CPE 

to manage its excess length in the 24-slice framework should unbundling be permitted and to 

begin outlining a process for LSEs to fairly allocate their share of CAM.   

Finally, one of the key features of the original seasonal 6-hour slice proposal was that it 

was less administratively burdensome.  Now that the focus has shifted to a monthly 24-slice 

proposal, consideration should be given to the enormous effort that will be required for market 

participants, the CAISO, and the Commission to administer this RA structure.  Transacting and 

tracking at this granularity will introduce liquidity problems if systems and tools are not able to 

adapt to this changing need. 

In workshop discussions two proposals for improving transactability were suggested; 

unbundling of products to allow hourly transactions and allowing LSEs to transact their RA 

obligations.  Of the two, it appears that obligation trading is more readily implementable.  

However, both proposals would require further vetting by stakeholders prior to adoption.  The 

Joint CCAs suggest this review be conducted prior to adoption should the Commission move 

forward with the 24-slice proposal.  

iv. Implementation of the 24-slice proposal faces significant challenges and risks. 

Unlike the 2-slice proposal, the 24-slice proposal is a dramatic reimagining of the RA 

framework.  The process for implementation requires several steps, some contingent on the 

completion of others, and would involve multiple agencies.  As stated in informal comments the 

Joint CCAs believe that transactability also must be addressed to ensure a fair and viable RA 

paradigm for all LSEs.  Below we provide an assessment of steps we believe stakeholders and 
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each agency will need to complete prior to full implementation of the 24-slice proposal, if 

adopted.  

v. Additional Framework Issues to be Considered: 

• Finalize resource counting rules.  There are no set resource counting rules in the 

24-slice proposal.  Virtually every key resource type – renewable exceedance, 

fossil derates and hybrid resources – require further refinement.  This step must be 

completed prior to finalizing the PRM through an LOLE study, for reasons noted 

below. 

• Develop transactability framework.  The Joint CCAs believe that transactability 

concerns must be addressed to ensure a fair playing field for all LSEs and reduce 

the risk of over-procurement.    

The Joint CCAs note that both of these issues have been discussed amongst stakeholders 

at length during the workshops with no clear resolution.  We request that the CPUC work with 

CAISO to develop proposals for resolving these issues.  The conclusion of this process should be 

presented to stakeholders to allow feedback prior to adoption of any proposals.  

CPUC Processes: 

• Complete PRM study utilizing weather data which is reflective of the selected 

exceedance levels. It is appropriate to consider the expected contribution of 

all resources – both fossil and renewables – in the PRM study.  Specifically, if 

unforced capacity (“UCAP”) and an exceedance level for any renewable greater 

than 50% is adopted, the LOLE study should factor these expected contributions 

in the weather years and outage rates of the resources.  Failure to do so would 

result in double-counting of PRM needs and may result in over procurement.  

This process can not start until resource counting rules are finalized.  
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• Develop a new reporting system.  SCE’s proposals for LSE showing tools, 

resource data bases and CPUC verification tools appear to be a reasonable starting 

point for this effort.  With the addition of improved transactability, the CPUC will 

need to consider revisions to at least the verification tool and potentially make 

adjustments to the databases.  

• Complete “test year” and assess issues.  Given the significant change to the RA 

framework the 24-slice proposal represents, it is appropriate to run a test year and 

evaluate any necessary updates or changes to the framework prior to full 

implementation.  This should include a suspension of penalties for good faith 

actors.  As discussed in informal comments the Joint CCAs believe there is a high 

likelihood of unforeseen issues, including the potential for significant price 

increases due to the introduction of RA product differentiation and market power.  

• Implement changes from test year assessment. Based on the results of the test 

year assessment, we expect refinements will need to be made to the framework.  

The extent of necessary changes will determine the timeline for final 

implementation.  

CAISO Processes:  

• Update Customer Interface for Resource Adequacy (“CIRA”) to match the 

CPUC reporting standard. It is necessary that there be alignment between the 

CPUC and CAISO reporting practices to ensure that resources and portfolios be 

treated equitably across agencies.  If product unbundling is allowed, hourly 

supply plans must be matched against LSE RA showings to allow LSEs to correct 

any errors in initial showings as is done today.  Should the CPUC adopt 

obligation trading it may be feasible for the CPUC to simply relay the new LSE 
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RA obligations to the CAISO.  It may be more feasible for the CPUC to develop 

an automated hourly validation process than for the CAISO to update CIRA.   

• Considerations for other RA Structures. The Joint CCAs acknowledge that 

CIRA is used for stakeholders outside of the CPUC jurisdiction.  As such CAISO 

may need to consider how to integrate two distinct RA programs into its 

compliance tracking.  Publicly Owned Utilities’ RA will not be shown at a 24-

hour level and should an hourly backstop procurement mechanism be 

implemented it will be unclear which entities were the cause of the deficiency and 

for what volume unless this is explicitly addressed by the CAISO in advance. 

• Considerations for deliverability. The Joint CCAs believe further consideration 

of resource deliverability is necessary in the 24-hour structure to ensure reliability 

and asks the CAISO to consider this issue as it moves to adopt a new RA 

framework.  

California Energy Commission (“CEC”) Processes:  

• Develop “bottom’s up” approach to load forecasting.  In its informal 

comments CEC staff provided an outline of required steps to implement the 24-

slice proposal.  The Joint CCAs appreciate the CEC’s outlining next steps but 

note that it may prove both more administratively burdensome and prone to error.  

LSE Processes:  

The Joint CCAs remind the Commission that once all rules and reporting systems are 

developed, LSEs will still need time to procure to the new requirements.  This will likely initially 

be a more time-consuming process than in other years due to market disruption and uncertainty.  

To ensure LSEs can procure to the new framework, it would be prudent to give clarification 
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regarding resource counting and showing rules as available to allow LSEs and sellers of RA to 

consider potential contract modifications.   

Timing: 

Given the complexity of tasks and potential for unforeseeable challenges the Joint CCAs do not 

speculate on exact timing, but defer to individual agencies.  Given the scope of decisions yet to 

be made, the Joint CCAs request that agencies ensure the timeline provides adequate opportunity 

for stakeholder input to help ensure issues are proactively identified and addressed.  Following 

the conclusion of the test year, timing for full implementation will be dependent on the extent of 

the necessary changes.  

2) In light of Energy Division’s loss of load expectation (LOLE) and Effective Load 
Carrying Capability (ELCC) study, has your party position (as documented in the Future of 
RA Working Group Report) changed? If yes, please explain why. 
 

The Joint CCAs position has not changed based on the release of the LOLE Study.  The 

transactability issues, risk of market power, price increases and implementation risks associated 

with the 24-slice proposal remain highly concerning to the Joint CCAs.  As discussed above, 

ELCC appears to be the most reasonable means to accurately measure resources’ ability to 

contribute to near, medium and long-term reliability.   

The LOLE Study does raise important questions the Commission should consider when 

setting hourly requirements, should the 24-hour proposal be adopted.  First, the Joint CCAs 

question whether it is appropriate to enforce a PRM in all hours, including those with no 

Expected Unserved Energy (“EUE”).  The LOLE Study shows that there is no EUE in most 

hours of the day.3  This raises the question of whether it is appropriate to require LSEs to procure 

 
3 See Figure 6: “Calibrated LOLE 2024 system Expected Unserved Energy (MWh)” of Loss of Load 
Expectation and Effective Load Carrying Capability Study Results for 2024.  Results show unserved 
energy is expected to occur only between hours 17 and 22. The Joint CCAs further note that these EUE 
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to the full PRM in those hours, especially given the 24-slice proposal already increases total RA 

need by removing the ability of an LSE to “lean” on the system in off peak hours. Additionally, 

the Joint CCAs reiterate that under the 24-slice proposal PRM will need to be recalculated once 

the resource counting methodology is set.  Further, the inputs and assumptions for this study 

deserve further vetting including, but not limited to, weather years, monthly LOLE targets and 

import assumptions.  It may be appropriate to do a focused re-evaluation of the PRM 

methodology once an RA Reform framework is adopted.  

II. RA FRAMEWORK INTERACTIONS WITH DECARBONIZATION 

In addition to the issues discussed above, the Joint CCAs reiterate their position from the 

informal comments that the 2-slice proposal is better positioned than the 24-slice proposal to 

facilitate rapid decarbonization of California’s electricity grid.  As noted previously, current 

modeling suggests that both proposals are capable of capturing and planning for grid reliability 

needs through at least 2030.  By introducing a 24-hour requirement now despite a lack of EUE 

outside the peak and net peak through 2030, the 24-slice proposal would require LSEs to sign 

contracts for RA capacity in off-peak hours that do not increase grid reliability in the near to 

mid-term.  However, these compliance requirements would have a material impact on the types 

of resources LSEs are incentivized to contract with for RA compliance.  On the reform timeline 

the Commission is contemplating, natural gas is the resource most able to meet a 24-hour need 

even though clean and renewable alternatives are increasingly available during the constrained 

peak and net peak hours.  Creating a compliance requirement whose characteristics mirror those 

of gas generation more than any other widely available resource incentivizes LSEs to contract 

with gas generation for RA compliance.  This increases the value proposition for gas generation 

 
hours exactly match the hours with strict import constraints which were questioned by parties, including 
CalCCA, in opening comments on the study.    
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even as California tries to move away from it in the decarbonization planning space.  A structure 

that incentivizes LSEs to lock in contracts with gas generation that do not increase grid reliability 

moves us in the wrong direction on decarbonization without improving performance on other 

policy goals.  

As stated in the informal comments, the Joint CCAs would potentially support a 24-hour 

RA requirement in the future once 1) grid constraints emerge outside the peak and net peak hours 

and 2) more clean resources are available as alternatives to fossil generation over the course of 

the entire day (long-duration storage, offshore wind, etc.).  At that point, contracts for off-peak 

capacity could both increase grid reliability and support buildout of clean resources needed for 

decarbonization.  But at the current crossroads, although the 24-hour proposal is elegant in 

concept, in practice it could prolong California’s reliance on fossil generation without creating 

any additional benefit to grid reliability or other policy goals.  By contrast, the 2-slice proposal 

will meet the near and mid-term reliability needs of the grid while increasing the value 

proposition for non-fossil resources that can help meet the peak and net peak demands 

constraining the grid today.  

The Joint CCAs encourage the Commission to holistically consider each proposal’s 

implications for reliability, implementation, affordability, and decarbonization, and offer that the 

2-slice proposal is the better co-optimization of California’s needs at this time.  

 

 

 

 

 

 



13 
 

III. CONCLUSION 

 The Joint CCAs thank the Commission for the opportunity to submit these opening 

comments and for the Commission’s consideration of the matters discussed herein.    

        
Dated: March 24, 2022  Respectfully submitted, 

 
/s/ Maren Wenzel  
Maren Wenzel 
Power Resource Planner 
SILICON VALLEY CLEAN ENERGY AUTHORITY 
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/s/ Gordon Samuel   
Gordon Samuel 
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